Introduction
South China Sea (SCS) is a maritim territory surrounded by China, Taiwan 
Research Method
This study used Statute approach, Conceptual approach and Case approach. The case approach was conducted by examining some court-filed cases related to the studied issue which had persistent legal power. In this present study, the author took the Preah Vihear Case other ICJ's cases because of its relation to the research problem on the consequences of arbitral rejection.
Discussion

The Submission of Claim and Objection by China
The tension between China and Philippines in SCS has happened since 2011. As the result, based on UNCLOS 1982, on 22 nd January 2013, Philippines unilaterally filed a case of SCS dispute to PCA. In this arbitration the Philippines seeks rulings in respect of three inter-related matters (Arbitration, 2015) Declarations that China's claims based on "historic rights" are inconsistent with the Convention and therefore invalid, determinations certain maritime features claimed by both China and the Philippines are properly characterized as islands, rocks, low tide elevations, or submerged banks, and declarations that China has violated the Convention by interfering with the exercise of the Philippines' sovereign rights and freedoms under the Convention and through construction and fishing activities that have harmed the marine environment.
Philippines realizes that China established a declaration on 25 th August 2006 expressing the objection on the procedures of dispute settlement mentioned in CHAPTER XV Section 2, not asking the court to define the borders of souvereignty and maritime territory of both countries, but solely the interpretation of a convention. China decided to object the court jurisdiction. Toward China's objection, the court does some efforts to assure its jurisdiction, as follow.
1. Inviting the engaged parties to express their arguments in relation to the jurisdiction.
2. Seeking for evidence related to the claim filed by Philippines, such as geographical and hydrographical data, historical and anthropological data, and other technical data, as well as considering any suggestions from experts.
3. Asking for responses to each of the disputing parties on the other claim by conducting question and answer (i.e., Q&A) session. 6. Always providing spaces for China to participate in arbitration whenever and to any stages it will be. 
Consideration of Verdict Law
Objection against the Award of International Body
Objections that ever happened
China's objection against the award from international legal body is not the first happened in the world. The dispute between Cambodia and Thailand fighting over Preah Vihear temple is one of the former examples. Cambodia recognized that the temple was in their territory based on the map from Mixed Delimitation Commision, while Thailand claimed that the map was not valid, therefore, the temple was in their territory (ICJ, 1962 
China's Objection against PCA
China objects the jurisdiction of PCA due to several reasons, as follow. (China, 2014):
1. The core problem is about the territorial souvereignty over several features of maritime in South China Sea which beyond the scope of UNCLOS 1982.
China and Philippines have dealt to use a bilateral instrument and Declaration on the Conduct of Parties in the South
China Sea to seek for the solution through negotiation.
3. Although the result of arbitration is related to the interpretation or implementation of convention, the subject is an integral part of maritime border between both countries; Thus, based on UNCLOS 1982, it is in the scope of declaration in 2006, and excepting the dispute that relates to the maritime borders from the procedures of obligatory dispute settlement.
4. As the consequence, PCA actually has no jurisdiction on that dispute.
PCA argues that the court has jurisdiction to any dispute as long as it relates to the interpretation and implementation of the convention. Article 288(1) of UNCLOS 1982 mentions, "A court or tribunal referred to in article 287 shall have jurisdiction over any dispute concerning the interpretation or application of this Convention which is submitted to it in accordance with this Part." Cases will be out of the scope of convention or out of its jurisdiction when the award defines the souvereignty of Philippines over its claim in prior to the case filed, or when the claim ultimately aims to improve its position in the dispute of souvereignty (Arbitration, Award on Jurisdiction and Admissibility, 2015). The award to be established only relates to the interpretation, and thus, defining the souvereignty of both countries over the disputed object is not necessary. Overall, it notes that PCA has jurisdiction over the dispute filed by Philippines, and China's objection due to several reasons they express through Position paper and public statement has no valid legal base.
Objection against PCA's Awards
On 12 th July 2016, China's Minister of Foreign Affairs stated their objection against PCA's Awards (Huaxi, 2016 (Swaine) . China claimed that the composition of arbitrator that consists of 4 European people had no understanding on Asian culture and SCS. Furthermore, they presumed that Philippines had paid judges to go with them. This accusation is either right of wrong. The background of arbitrators who come from Europe is seen as their lack, since it was assumed that they did not understand the substance of the problem. On the other hand, given that they were not Asian, the conflict of interest between them can be avoided. (Femmy Asdiana, 2018) . The litigation process and the consideration on the resolution should be implemented based on the regulation of the convention. Another perspective, if any, such as the substance of dispute, whether or not related to the issue of souvereignty, the consistency of sanction, and the arbitrator's impartiality, in fact, China is not capable to prove it. Thus, China's objection against PCA's award is found violating international law.
International Response
Since the objection by China, the respond from states across the world is different from those in previous international crime. (Fravel, 2014) .
The Binding Power of Arbitration Falls Off
This dispute of SCS is filed by Philippines to the arbitration based on UNCLOS 1982. PCA convention-based award that cannot be executed may affect its binding power over the upcoming cases. The conduct of international community to respond to this matter may become a reference for both disputing parties in the next future by considering the good side that may bring advantages to each other.
Dispute Settlement
The Limitation of Arbitration based on UNCLOS 1982.
a. Article 9 Appendix VII.
An an alternative settlement that derives from a mutual consent, an agreement from both disputing parties, inded, needs to be organized in prior to the trial session. They agree to accept the award as the final result with binding power (Purba, 2013), as they have dealt since it began, they have a moral responsibility to follow the award. Since the beginning, China did not recognize the jurisdiction of the court. Indeed, China is the member of UNCLOS 1982, and they agreed to have dispute settlement through arbitration. The problem arose when a dispute happened and one of the disputing parties did not recognize the jurisdiction of the arbitration. Until the final resolution established, the settlement through arbitration was based on a written onlyprovision applied generally in arbitration. Hence, it is clear that, in order to file a dispute to the court of arbitration, it absolutely needs an agreement from the disputing parties. The ratification of UNCLOS 1982 marked the agreement on dispute settlement as set in Appendix VII. The agreement was made in prior to the dispute. After Philippines filed the dispute to the court, the agreement of both parties was still necessary to assure the implementation of the later resolution.
b. Article 296(2).
Article 296(2) mentions that the resolution through arbitration only binds the engaged parties. When the resolution through arbitration only binds the engaged parties, this may effect on the absence of legal assurance. PCA's award on 12 th July 2016 only binds China and Philippines. What if someday Vietnam files a similar claim to the arbitration against China and results in diferrent resolution on 12 th July 2016? The resolution through arbitration at that moment may have different result from the current one.
The Attempt of Dispute Settlement
Considering the limitation of the convention, it needs the participation from all of the Claimant States to, once again, bring the dispute into the arbitration so that the resolution may apply to all of them. The reason of objection against the jurisdiction is discussed to reach a resolution. It needs an international support to force China to be willing to accept the jurisdiction. If, someday, a disavowal comes from China toward the arbitration's resolution, it will be easier for ASEAN to take action and provide a statement to international community, since 4 ASEAN countries have engaged as the disputing parties and thus, having the similar position.
Another alternative settlement is by filing the case to International Tribunal on the Law of the Sea (ITLOS). Rather than arbitration, ITLOS has higher binding power as it cooperates with the United Nation signed by the Secretary General of UN and the president of ITLOS on 18 th December 1997 in New York. Through UN General Council Resolution No. A/RES/51/204, UN takes ITLOS as the observer which allows it to participate in General Conuncil Session. With this participation in General Council Session, ITLOS has an opportunity to express its interest. Suppose that there is disobedience by the disputing parties against the resolution, it will be easier to seek for UN attention, especially when it may possibly danger international security and peacefulness.
If China agrees to send the dispute under the primary procedures of UNCLOS 1982, it will be better to file the case to ICJ. ICJ is UN's primary body which has more binding power rather than arbitration.
The Possibility of Claiming Nine Dash Lines as Customary International Law Nine Dash Lines as Historic Rights
China uses term Historic Rights to claim NDL in SCS. It was firstly published on 26 th June 1998 by The Standing Committee of the National People's Congress when establishing the regulation of EEZ and Continent Base. However, International Law hs not defined it yet. "There is no established definition of the term under international law" (Zou, 2001) . China relies the claim on their activities in SCS since 2000. Since the first time found, the existing islands in that area have already been named, explored, and exploited in sustainable, peaceful, and effective way (China T. P., 2014). 'South China Sea' attached to the maritime area does not indicate that China has governed it since long time ago. The name of an ocean does not definitely imply that it belongs to a state due to their similar name. Indian Ocean may not be claimed as one that belongs to India. Mexico Bay does not means that it belongs to the souveregnty of Mexico. 
Nine Dash Lines and Customary International Law
Based on Article 38(1)(b) Statuta ICJ, one of international legal sources is Customary International law. It derives from the states' practices through their conduct and behavior for encountering a problem. The enactment of this custom law is due to similar and constant practices with no resistance from any countries (Shaw, 2016) . The objection against PCA's award and the reaction from many countries around the world, which is relatively silent, shows that China still implements the NDL. The claim on a territory based on historic rights is still likely to be CIL.
To see whether the claim of NDL may turn to be Customary International Law, it needs to see 4 elements of CIL based on Article 38(1)(b) Statuta IJC, as follow. Nicaragua, 1986) . To enact a Customary International law, it not only needs many practices by many countries, but also opinio juris sive necessitates. As a process of enacting a law, opinio juris is a state's behavior to do what they believe as law. The reaction from other countries to such action is taken into account whether or not the action turns into law. "In general, when states seem to agree on another state's behavior without giving any protest, it should assume that such behavior is considered legal" (Shaw, 2016 
Opinio Juris Sive Nicessitatis.
Duration
To enact a Customary International Law, no fixed period of time it takes to be applied and recognized as an applied international law. It depends on the condition. Jurisprudence in France argues that it takes about 40 years long, while the doctrine of Germany argues that it needs 30 years long (Parisi, 2000 1986) . The conduct of a state is recognized as CIL when it is consistent with particular rules, otherwise, it is only seen as a violation against the existing law.
China's military aggression in the sea was aimed to protect their fishing vessels. The marine incident between Philippines and China in SCS was due to the similar reason. If there is a state making claim for historic rights, the pattern of showing power in a claimed area is most likely to be complied. The uniformity of China's claim for Historic Rights is seen when another state does the similar claim as well.
Generality
CIL derives from many practices of international states. In addition to uniformity, as the North Sea Continental Shelf Case, ICJ also mentions that the practice of the state should be extensive (ICJ, North Sea Continental Shelf Cases, Judgment, 1986) . The states' capability to present their marines depends on the power they have. By 2018, there is no state following the conduct of China. The element of generality is not yet reached to make the claim of historic rights turn into Customary International Law.
After having the analysis using the elements of CIL, the claim of Historic Rights, it only needs the elements of Opinio Juris Sive Nicessitatis and duration. The element of uniformity is reached when it finds a similar claim from another state. However, the element of generality is not reached; making uniformity is neither reached as well. China's claim based on Historic Rights in SCS does not meet the elements of Customary International Law.
Conclusion
China objected PCA's award established on 12 th June 2016 about the dispute of SCS. Following the principle of Pacta Sunt Servanda, China's objection against the awards is found violating International Law. The claim of NDL based on its Historic Rights does not meet the qualification as Customary International Law.
